Before Duns Scotus, most philosophers agreed that God is identical with His necessary intrinsic attributes-omnipotence, omniscience, etc. This Identity Thesis was a component of widely held doctrines of divine simplicity, which stated that God exemplifies no metaphysical distinctions, including that between subject and attribute. The Identity Thesis seems to render God an attribute, an abstract object. This paper shows that the Identity Thesis follows from a basic theistic belief and does not render God abstract. It also discusses how one might move from the Identity Thesis to the full doctrine of divine simplicity and shows that the Identity Thesis generates a new ontological argument.
(3) entail that God has a nature. So (2) and (3) are metaphysically unproblematic.
(1) is a very basic part of Western theistic belief. Thus to theists, (1) carries strong warrant; theists will have strong reason to reject any proposition inconsistent with (1). Here is one such proposition:
4. There is an attribute which is a member of the set S and which is distinct from God.
(In symbols: (Hb)((4ES).(Q)*God)).)
The conjunction of (4) and (1) entails that God creates an attribute which is part of His nature. But it seems flatly impossible for God to create part of His nature. If this is impossible, the conjunction of (1) and (4) entails an impossible state of affairs. If so, (1) and (4) cannot both be true: the two propositions are inconsistent, so that (1) entails -(4), i.e. entails that
-(AIE)((4S).Q4 * ( God)).
From (5), we may reason this way:
(4) -((4S)Q(4 * God)). 5, quantifier negation. 7. (4))((Q-S) D-(4*God)). 6, definition of "D." 8. (4)((4ES) D (41 =God)).
7, double negation.
The Identity Thesis consists of (8) plus (3). (1) entails (3) and entails (8) given that God cannot create part of His nature. Thus if
God cannot create part of His nature, (1) entails the Identity Thesis. So a theist who wishes to avoid the Identity Thesis will have to reject or reinterpret (1) or (3) or else claim that God can create part of His nature.
II. HOW TO ESCAPE THE IDENTITY THESIS
Rejecting (3) would carry intolerable consequences. It would entail that S is empty, and so that there is no attribute which God must have (or lack) to be God. If we reject (3), then possibly God is evil, or powerless, or covered with pink polka-dots. Thus tinkering with (1) seems preferable. For one thing, arguably ordinary theists do not take (1) as our argument does. Theists are convinced that God is the source of all substances other than He. They rarely if ever consider His relation to non-substance items such as attributes. Perhaps, then, thesists would not take (1) to imply that God creates attributes. I submit however that they would. Theists believe that God has created every creatable actual thing. Adherents to (1) also want to say that every actual thing save God is treatable. These claims, conjoined, establish a presumption in theists' minds: as soon as they recognize some category of entity distinct from God, theists want to say that things of this sort are created. I suggest that for this reason, ordinary theists queried about God's relation to nonsubstance items would want also to claim that God made themi.e. to extend (1)'s scope as our argument does-and would give up or qualify this claim only if it proved untenable. Such theists might perhaps argue that if God did not make non-substance items, creation was not truly ex nihilo, because these entities accompanied God from all eternity and became aspects of God's creation (e.g. by being instantiated).
Still, even if theists would in fact extend (1) to cover attributes, one may still wonder whether they would accept (1) taken as covering even attributes God has essentially. After all, what harm can there be in granting that among all the furniture of reality, there are a few items which God cannot have created, namely His own essential attributes? The answer is "more than one might think." Theists who reject (1) taken as covering even God's essential attributes will find themselves deprived of one well-entrenched belief and the strongest version of a second such belief. I will now explain these, suggest that they are in fact well-entrenched, then show how they become part of the cost of abandoning (1).
III. TWO THEIST THESES
It is a common theistic belief that God's existence is not derived from anything else-that "God made the universe, but nobody made God. " This belief is bound up, for example, with the common theistic belief that God is the real source of the universe. For if something else created God, and then God created the universe, it would seem to most that this other thing was the real source of the universe, and God just an intermediary.
Let us put this belief about God's existence a bit more formally: it is part of the ordinary theist's concept of God that no regress of true explanations can go past God's existence, i.e. that when one has traced some phenomenon back to the fact that God exists, one can go no further. Philosophically sophisticated theists who defend versions of the ontological argument might hold to a slightly different claim. If some ontological argument is sound, then (some may say) God exists because it is His nature to exist. Thus such philosophers would perhaps say that chains of true explanations can go past God's existing to God's having His nature, but no further.8
Theists also believe that God's intentions and choices are always entirely free, unconstrained by anything beyond the laws of logic and of His own nature. He is not constrained by any laws or ob-training conditions in non-human nature, theists think, because He has established these, and can alter them if He so chooses, or at least could have altered them had He so chosen. Nor according to theism does human action force God's hand. If God makes choices in response to human action, theists hold, still it was always in His power to prevent the actions to which He responds, if only by preventing the existence of their agents. If this is so, then God always responds only to actions which He permits to occur. In this sense, theists think, God is always ultimately in control, even when He is acting in circumstances we have created (e.g. to remedy the consequences of human evil). We can generate a case in which God seems maximally constrained by human actions by supposing that God is necessarily morally perfect. If He is so, then if there is only one morally proper response to a human action and God must respond to that action, then necessarily, God makes that response. But (theists say) even in this case, God acts freely, just because He (anticipated and) could have prevented the action to which He responds. Thus God is only "constrained" to do that which He freely lets Himself be bound to do.9 We could express the belief that God's intentions or choices are not constrained by any entity other than God by saying that no chain of true explanations goes beyond some divine intention or choice-or else beyond God's having His nature and whatever beliefs He has logically before He creates, which may explain certain of God's intentions and choices. For if nothing other than God forces God to act as He does, the real explanation of God's actions always lies within God Himself.
Let "G" denote the state of affairs which includes God's existing, being God, having all his precreation beliefs, having all the intentions He ever actually has, making all the choices He ever actually makes and performing all the actions He ever performs.'0 Then if we say that one state of affairs G includes is G itself, we might state our first theist thesis, the Ultimacy Assumption, in this way: necessarily, if exactly one state of affairs G includes is a member of a chain C of states of affairs whose obtaining explains the obtaining of other states of affairs in C (a "regress of explanations"), that state of affairs is the last member of C, and if more than one state of affairs G includes is a member of C, in C only states of affairs G includes explain states of affairs G includes."
But we can more neatly sum up the Ultimacy Assumption as the claim that UA. necessarily, only states of affairs G includes explain states of affairs G includes.
(UA) has humble roots; it merely sums up the ordinary and sophisticated theistic beliefs we have just exhibited. But it is this same assumption which animates the theologian Paul Tillich when he writes that The ultimate concern of the believer is concern about that which is really ultimate . . . Only if God is ultimate reality can He be our unconditional concern . . . Faith in anything which has only preliminary reality is idolatrous.'2 (UA) is deeply entrenched. (UA) entails 9. necessarily, for any x and y, if x is God, and x My, x in no way really depends on y for its existence or for any attribute essential to being God. Theists thus are committed to (9). But theists might also find (9) somewhat appealing independently. Western theists maintain that to be God, someone must exist, a se, i.e. in some way independent of all other things. Independence is a degreed attribute, and many theists see it as a perfection, something which helps to make God great. These theists thus will want to ascribe to God the highest degree of independence they find tenable. (9) asserts that God has the highest possible degree of independence. Thus (9) is at least a claim which many theists might want to make were they convinced that it is tenable.
IV. THE COST OF DENYING (1)
Suppose, then, that the theist rejects (1), holding that God has a nature distinct from Himself (namely the conjunctive attribute consisting of all and only the members of S) but does not create it. In this case, it will follow that God's nature exists independent of God, and God depends on it for attributes essential to being God. (If omnipotence did not exist, in whatever sense attributes exist, God could not be omnipotent).'3 If this is so, (9) is false.'4 Further, in this case, one can explain God's having His nature (in part) by the existence of that nature independent of God. Doing so would constitute pushing a regress of explanations past G. Thus in this case, (UA) is false.'5 So to avoid the Identity Thesis by rejecting (1), theists also would have to reject (9) and (UA).
Need theists care very much about rejecting (1), (UA) and (9)? They need not if by qualifying these claims one can obtain theses strong enough to interest theists, adequate to the intuitive backing of unqualified (1), (UA) and (9), and yet compatible with denying the Identity Thesis. The simplest and perhaps the most plausible qualifications of (1), (UA) and (9) would be 1 * necessarily, for any x and y, if x is God and x # y and -(yES), x creates y and maintains y in existence. UA* necessarily, only states of affairs G includes or the existing of S or any member of S explain states of affairs G includes. 9* necessarily, for any x and y, if x is God and x My and -(yES), x in no way really depends on y for its existence or for any attribute essential to being God.
Again, if theists find these or other such qualified claims acceptable, they can avoid the Identity Thesis with impunity by denying (1), (UA) and (9). But (UA*) really preserves nothing of (UA).
(UA) states that G is never further explicable. Given (UA*), G is always further explicable, by the existence or nature of members of S. Thus (UA*) is not at all adequate to the intuitive basis of (UA). Theists want all explanations to trace back to God, rather than through God to some more ultimate context; again, as Tillich asserted, to be what theists call God involves being the truly ultimate reality. We have seen that the intuitions about God's ultimacy which (UA) formulates are very widespread among theists. For theists who share these intuitions, there is no substitute for (UA). This creates a problem for the attempt to find substitutes for (1) and (9). For we have already seen, in this section's first paragraph, that
-(1) D-(UA).
But (10) entails that
(UA) D (1).
We have seen that (UA) also entails (9). So it seems that no substitute for (UA) will be acceptable to any theist who initially finds (UA) appealing, and (UA) entails both (1) and (9). Recurring to the arguments at the end of section one, then, it appears that for any theist who accepts (UA)-and most do-the only way to avoid the Identity Thesis is to claim that God can create part of His nature.
NOUS V. WHY GOD CANNOT CREATE HIS NATURE
Again, this seems simply impossible. But as Thomas Morris has recently maintained precisely that God creates His entire nature, I must argue against this explicitly rather than just appeal to intuition.'6 I therefore offer three arguments. In each of them, expressions such as "before," "then," "already" and "until" occur essentially. But we need not read these expressions temporally. We can equally well take them to indicate non-temporal asymmetric relations of causal or conceptual presupposition and dependence.
First, it is plausible that ability to create as God creates is one of the prerogatives of possessing the divine nature-i.e.
that it is because He is God that 
VII. THE PUTATIVE POSSIBILITY REJECTED
Still, on this account, though the one individual (henceforth GOD) who is both Herman and God creates the divine nature, GOD creates qua Herman, not qua God. For as noted above, to be God = to exemplify the divine nature. Thus we mean by "God" GOD qua bearing the divine nature. So GOD cannot create the divine nature qua God, for qua God, GOD presupposes that nature's existence. But if GOD creates the divine nature qua Herman, not qua God, then Herman has an attribute God lacks, that of being that qua which GOD creates. To this extent, Herman retains a kind of distinction from God. If we speak of them as distinct, we take Herman and God as "thin individuals" or "qua-objects" which individually bear only some attributes of GOD, and we view GOD as a bundle of such thin individuals. So viewed, God and Herman are aspects or "guises" of the same individual, and it is not strictly the case that God = Herman. Instead, the relation between God and Herman is a "sameness" that falls short of strict identity. For God and Herman are "the same individual" only in that both are aspects or "guises" of the same being, GOD: in the vocabulary of H.-N. Castafieda's "Guise Theory," they are not identical but "consubstantiated. ''17 In the case at hand, only because Herman and God are consubstantiated rather than identical can Herman create the divine nature. But if Herman is distinct from God yet not created by God, (1) is false, and per (11) it follows that (UA) is false. Further, if Herman is distinct from God and causes Herman's being God, (9) is false. Now one could of course try to restrict (1), (9) and (UA) to obtain principles plausible to theists yet compatible with Herman's having his sort of distinctness from God. The simplest and so perhaps most plausible such restrictions would be that 1** necessarily, for any x and y, if y is God and x * y, y creates x and maintains x in existence, unless x = Herman. UA* * necessarily, only states of affairs G includes or such states of affairs as that Herman = Herman explain states of affairs G includes. 9 * * necessarily, for any x and y, if y is God and x y, y in no way really depends on x for its existence or for any attribute essential to being God, unless x =Herman.
But I am not sure that these principles really express the theistic intuitions that warrant (1), (9) and (UA 13. Necessarily, God = the ultimate source of all that is other than Himself. 14. Necessarily, nothing is greater than that which is the ultimate source of all else. 15. Therefore necessarily, nothing is greater than God.
If Herman makes himself God, Herman is the ultimate source of God, who is the ultimate source of all else. Hence Herman is the ultimate source of all else. Then if (14) or a like claim is true, if Herman is less great than God, Herman cannot attain the higher perfection of being God: if Herman is not strictly identical with
God, Herman is less perfect than God, and per (14) cannot become God. In fact, if Herman is the ultimate source of all else, then by (14) a greater perfection than Herman's is not possible-and so Herman is already the greatest possible being and so already God. One can say the same of any other being one might suppose to make itself God. Hence nothing can make itself God. If so, then it again appears that there is no saving the claim that God creates His own nature, for Morris or for anyone else who finds appealing any principle relevantly like (14).
IX. ULTIMACY, DIVINE CONTROL AND THE IDENTITY THESIS
If there is no way to maintain that God can create His own nature (or part of it), we have no way to avoid the Identity Thesis, per the earlier argument. So if the foregoing arguments have been plausible, it appears that (UA) is the deepest root of the Identity Thesis: for (1) yields the Identity Thesis, and (UA) entails (1), but as far as I can see, (1) does not entail (UA). In his recent Does God Have a Nature?, Alvin Plantinga argues that the "aseity-sovereignty intuition" is the root of the Identity Thesis.20 This "intuition" is that everything is "up to God and within his control."2 (UA) is distinct from the "aseity-sovereignty intuition." That God is in control of everything entails that G is a member of every regress of explanations, with the possible exception of chains which terminate in free actions of creatures.22 But (UA) does not entail that G figures in every or in any chain of explanations. That (UA) is distinct from the "aseity-sovereignty intuition" is as it should be, for ultimacy and any degree of control are logically distinct. It is conceivable that something be ultimate in (UA)'s sense but control nothing; this is the case with Plato's Form of the Good and Plotinus' One, two beings on which early and medieval Christian perfect being theologians modelled their simple God in some respects.
Plantinga's claim that the "aseity-sovereignty intuition" is the root of the Identity Thesis is integral to his case against the Identity Thesis. For having argued this, he then tries to strip the Identity Thesis of its motivation by showing that if indulged, this intuition will take us past the Identity Thesis to Cartesian "universal possibilism," the untenable thesis that there are no necessary truths and every proposition is possible.23 To back his view of the Identity Thesis' motivation, Plantinga quotes some of Aquinas' arguments for it and for related claims:
The essence of an object is either the thing itself or related to the thing in some way as its cause . . . But nothing can in any way be the cause of God since . . . He is the first being (SCG I, 21, 5).
anything that exists either is itself existence or is a being by -participation. Now God . . . exists. If then He is not Himself existence . . .he will be a being only by participation. And so He will not be the first being (ST Ia 3, 4). each good thing that is not its goodness is called good by participation. But that which is named by participation has something prior to it from which it receives the character of goodness. This cannot proceed to infinity . . . We must therefore reach some first good, that is not by participation good . . .but is good through its own essence. This is God (SCG I, 38).24
The first two arguments turn on God's being the "first being." That is first which has nothing prior to it; to say that God is the first being, then, is to say that He is ultimate, rather than to make a claim about His control of other things. So even if in fact what is first in Aquinas' sense also controls other things, the control is not what concerns these arguments. The third argument is that there is a first good, which is God. Once again, its key claim is that God is first; the argument makes no claim at all that the first good controls other goods. So Plantinga's texts support the claim that (UA) is behind the Identity Thesis rather than the claim that the Identity Thesis rests on the " aseity-sovereignty intuition." If so, Plantinga's argument that the "aseity-sovereignty intuition" leads to universal possibilism does not in any way detract from the Identity Thesis' motivation.
X. IS GOD ABSTRACT?
Plantinga objects to the Identity Thesis that if God is identical with each of his (essential) properties, then since each of his properties is a property, he is a property . . . he isn't a person but a mere abstract object; he has no knowledge, awareness, power, love or life.25
If traditional theistic beliefs entail the Identity Thesis, and this entails that God is not a person, and traditional theists also believe that God is a person, traditional theism is inconsistent. To Plantinga, that God is a person is non-negotiable for theists, it is obvious (why?) that a property cannot be a person, the Identity Thesis identifies God with a property, so this thesis does entail that God is not a person, and so the Identity Thesis must go. But Plantinga's move from God's identity with a property to God's not being a person is a bit fast.
If an identity-statement "A = B" is true, then where one could have thought there to be two subjects of predication, A and B, there is only one. This one has all properties A really has and all properties B really has, but may have only a proper subset of the attributes A has been thought to have and a proper subset of the attributes B has been thought to have. Still, for all that has been said so far, which of the attributes A and B have been thought to have this one thing has remains to be determined. If God = God's nature, God has some subset of the attributes God is usually thought to have and some subset of the attributes His nature is usually thought to have. Plantinga assumes that if God = God's nature, God has all the attributes usually associated with God's nature and no attributes previously associated with the title "God" which are incompatible with attributes usually associated with God's nature. But why assume this? Plantinga gives no reason. A God who is identical with His nature may have only some abstract-entity features. He may even have none: the claim God = God's nature could inform us that that which is identical with God's nature exemplifies no attributes previously associated with God's nature. So that God = God's nature just does not entail that God has only abstractentity features, nor therefore that He is abstract. Even if the Identity Thesis is true, it does not follow that God is any sort of abstract object.
Further, the claim that God has abstract-entity features is independently plausible. Many theists claim that God exists necessarily and is present in space without precluding the presence in the same place of material things; some also assert that God is timeless and immutable. Many philosophers would say that only abstract entities (and not all of them) have these features.26 So far from demonstrating an incoherence in the concept of God, the Identity Thesis could help to explain why God has features which no other apparently concrete being seems able to have.27 (19) entails that God is possible in one world. So the conjunction of (19), (24) and (25) entails that God exists necessarily. It appears, then, that the Identity Thesis can help one to obtain even this stronger conclusion.
NOTES
'Well into the 1300s, it was accepted practice for a theologian's first major work to be a commentary on Peter Lombard's Sentences, a standard theological textbook. God's relation to His attributes was often discussed in the second chapter ("distinction") of such commentaries.
2In Summa Theologiae (ST) Ia, q. 2 treats God's existence, q. 3 His simplicity. In Summa Contra Gentiles I, c. 13 argues God's existence, cc. 15-17 work up the claim that God is purely actual (which to Aquinas is equivalent to "God is simple"), and cc. 18ff. take up God's simplicity. 3Anselm infers divine simplicity from divine perfection at Monologion 16-17. Aquinas infers it from God's "pure actuality" in ST Ia 3, then explains in Ia 4 that necessarily, a being is "purely actual" iff it is perfect. (1) so taken also entails (9). For suppose that it does not. Then in some possible world, some x is God and creates and sustains some y on which x depends for its existence or its deity. If x creates a y on which x depends for its existence, x makes its own existence possible. But if the claim that something makes itself actual is absurd, the claim that something makes itself possible is even more so. As to the second case, if some x creates a being on which x depends for deity, this x makes itself God. This sounds like an impossible feat; we will see below that it is. Thus it is false that in some possible world, some x is God and creates and sustains some y on which x depends for its existence or its deity. So (1) entails (9). "5For that matter, this would follow even if God created that on which He depends for His deity, and by doing so in effect made Himself God. I argue below that this is impossible. But even if it were possible, it would not save (UA), for still the existence of this other thing would not be included in G. 26Sets are one and all abstract. But sets with contingent members exist contingently, sets with temporal members exist only while their members all exist, and sets with temporal members are mutable at least in the sense that they cease to exist when one of their members ceases to exist. If attributes exist, they are abstract and are present in space in the manner stated. 27Plantinga also objects (op cit. p. 47) that if each of God's essential attributes = God, then God has but one essential attribute, and such apparently distinct attributes as omniscience and omnipotence turn out identical, both of which are counterintuitive results. This objection has no more force than the first. Omniscience is or supervenes on that state which is God's knowing what He does. Omnipotence is or supervenes on that state which is God's having the abilities He has. The terms "omniscience" and "omnipotence" of course carry distinct senses, but what reason is there to find it odd that God satisfies them in virtue of the same inner state? Is this any more surprising than that some substance satisfies "water" (taken as having a sense involving directly perceptible attributes) and "H20" in virtue of the same inner constitution? 28Cf. ST Ia 3. I assimilate the lack of form-matter distinction to (i), the lack of genusdifference distinction to (ii) and the lack of substance-accident distinction to (iii). (ii) licenses the third move.
29Aquinas' Third Way (ST Ia 2, 3) allows for the existence of necessary but caused beings. The distinguishing mark of such a thing, according to Aquinas, is that because it is caused, its nature * its existence. Aquinas does not mean by "necessary" what we do, but Leftow (forthcoming a) shows that no philosophical difficulties follow if one takes him to mean what we call "broadly logical" necessity.
30A related argument which dispenses with the assumption that possibly God exists is developed in Leftow (forthcoming b). 31This paper has profited considerably by the helpful comments of the Editor and two anonymous referees of Nouls.
